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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 4/12/2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

In page 11. paragraph 6-page 12. paragraph 2 of the Remarks , the Applicant 
argues that "although Miura apparently discloses that the printer outputs sequentially, 
there is nothing regarding how the printer receives the print data, i.e. how the print data 
is outputted to the printer." 

In response, the Examiner respectfully disagrees with this assertion. Please note 
that column 14, lines 14-18 teach the concept of sequentially outputting an image file. 
Also taught in this reference is that the sequential outputting of the print image is 
performed "until the whole data is received." This concept of "whole data" implies that 
the image to be outputted, whether it is an entire image or a whole print job, is divided 
into smaller portions. And these smaller portions are sequentially outputted to the 
printer. Furthermore, column 30, line 61 -column 31, line 6 and column 29, lines 60- 
67 of the Miura reference disclose that one print job comprises of a plurality of data 
blocks, and the outputting of the print job is done by sequentially reading out these 
smaller data blocks. The Examiner firmly believes that the aforementioned portions of 
the Miura references clearly establish the concept of sequentially outputting smaller 
blocks of image data as claimed in claim 1. 

In page 13. paragraph 4 of the Remarks , the Applicant claims that the Redd 
reference fails to divulge the concept of "determination" as claimed in claim 6. 
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In response, the Examiner is unable to agree with this statement. Please note 
that paragraph 100, lines 2-5 of Redd disclose a method that corrects any errors 
resulting from the input device. In order to correct errors, some sort of a determination 
must be made to see if there are any errors. Although the concept of "determination" is 
not explicitly cited in the Redd reference, it is inherently taught. After all, errors cannot 
be found without some type of a determination step. 

In page 13. paragraph 9-paqe 14, paragraph 1 of the Remarks , the Applicant 
refutes the legitimacy of the Anderson reference by stating "there is nothing to suggest 
that these processors would process the lines of the inputted image data as claimed. 
Rather, it is entirely feasible that each of the horizontal and the vertical line processors 
45 and 49 process one entire image at a time, instead of processing the image data in 
portions thereof." 

In response, the Examiner would like to give a detailed explanation on how the 
Anderson reference is utilized in the rejection of claim 20. It was brought in because the 
combination of Sasaki and Miura teaches the concept of processing image data in 
portions, but they lacked the concept of a first processing which is x direction 
enlargement and a second processing which is y direction enlargement. And 
Anderson precisely meets this deficiency by divulging the horizontal and vertical line 
processors. Furthermore, column 3, lines 26-62 of Anderson teach that video image 
data is processed in portions. Although the portions are frames as opposed to small 
block of a whole image, Anderson nonetheless teaches the ability to perform a first and 
second processing on portions of an entire video image data. So by incorporating 
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Anderson's ability to perform x direction enlargement and y direction enlargement with 
the Sasaki/Miura combination's ability to process image data in portions, the Examiner 
is able to establish the rejection for claim 20. 

In page 14. paragraph 2 of the Remarks , the Applicant contends that Anderson 
"fails to teach or suggest a method wherein the first processing is color space 
conversion and the second processing is resolution conversion." 

In response, please note that the Examiner uses figure 3, elements 43 and 45 
of the Sasaki reference to make the rejection, not the Anderson reference. And the 
Sasaki reference, as stated in the previous office action, precisely teaches these 
concepts. 

2. All of the previous rejections are maintained and this office action is made a Final 
Rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. Publication Number 2004/0105016 by Sasaki in view of U.S. Patent Number 
6,862,103 by Miura et al. 

Regarding claim 1 . Sasaki discloses a method of processing images, wherein 
inputted image data is subjected to image processes and the processed image data is 
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outputted, comprising the steps of sequentially dividing inputted image data into small 
blocks of image data, each having a data volume according to the characteristics of an 
image process be performed, sequentially performing an image process on said small 
blocks of image data sequentially obtain small blocks of processed image data (the 
RPU in figure 3 performs a first processing on a single pixel block in element 41 and 
performs subsequent processing of multi-line blocks in relation to element 42 which is 
further explained in paragraph 140, lines 15- 24), and sequentially outputting said small 
blocks of processed image data to an output destination (fig 2 and paragraph 4). 

However, Sasaki fails to disclose the method of sequentially outputting 
processed small blocks of image data to an output device separate from an apparatus 
performing the image process. 

Miura, on the other hand, discloses in column 14, lines 6-19 the concept of 
outputting processed data sequentially at a printer separate from the image processor. 
In addition, please note that the concept of sequentially outputting processed blocks of 
image data to an output device separate from the apparatus performing the image 
process is well known in the art. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time of the present invention, to incorporate Miura with Sasaki to formulate the method 
disclosed in claim 1. 

The motivation behind the aforementioned combination is that it would increase 
the performance efficiency of the outputting apparatus by not requiring large amount of 
memory space to store a large amount of data. 
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Regarding claim 3 . Sasaki and Miura discloses the limitations of claim 1 as 
stated above and Sasaki further teaches said inputted image data is cached, and said 
cached inputted imaged data is divided into the small blocks of image data (fig 2, 
element 29a and 23: RPU performs segmenting according to processing). 
4. Claims 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Publication Number 2004/0105016 by Sasaki in view of U.S. Patent Number 6,862,103 
by Miura et al and further in view of U.S. Patent Number 5,381,163 by Yokoyama. 

Regarding claim 2 . Sasaki and Miura discloses the method above in claim 1 . 

Sasaki does not disclose expressly said inputted image data is divided into said 
small blocks of data in accordance with the access characteristics of said inputted 
image data. 

Yokoyama discloses said inputted image data is divided into said small blocks of 
data in accordance with the access characteristics of said inputted image data (see 
abstract). 

Sasaki and Yokoyama are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor namely image processing. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to have Sasaki's method include dividing the image data into blocks 
according to the characteristics of the inputted image data, as taught by Yokoyama. 

The suggestion or motivation for doing so would have been that Sasaki's system 
could divide the image data into segments while maintaining the functionality of the 
original input data. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Yokoyama 
with the method of Sasaki to obtain the invention in claim 2. 
5. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Publication Number 2004/0105016 by Sasaki in view of U.S. Patent Number 6,862,103 
by Miura et al and further in view of U.S. Publication Number 2005/0162695 by 
Shiraiwa. 

Sasaki and Miura disclose the method above in claim 1 and Sasaki discloses 
processed small blocks of image data are sequentially cached (see Fig. 2). 

Sasaki and Miura do not disclose expressly an output data is outputted from said 
cached small blocks of processed image data, according to the characteristics of the 
output destination. 

Shiraiwa discloses an output data is outputted from said cached small blocks of 
processed image data, according to the characteristics of the output destination 
(paragraph 30). 

Sasaki, Miura, and Shiraiwa are combinable because they are from the same 
field of endeavor namely image processing. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to have the combination of Sasaki and Miura include outputting the 
processed data according to the characteristics of the output location, as taught by 
Shiraiwa. 

The suggestion or motivation for doing so would have been that Sasaki' system 
could send the image data in a compatible format with the output destination. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Shiraiwa with 
the method of Sasaki and Miura to obtain the invention in claim 4. 
6. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Publication Number 2004/0105016 by Sasaki in view of U.S. Patent Number 6,862,103 
by Miura et al, U.S. Publication Number 2002/0051230 by Ohta, and U.S. Publication 
Number 2005/0190400 by Redd. 

Sasaki and Miura disclose the method above in claim 1 . 

They do not disclose expressly wherein the image processes are performed in 
accordance with the characteristics of the inputted image data. 

Ohta discloses wherein the image processes are performed in accordance with 
the characteristics of the inputted image data (see abstract and paragraph 41). 

Sasaki, Miura, and Ohta are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor namely image processing. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to have Sasaki and Miura include image processing according to the 
characteristics of the inputted data, as taught by Ohta. 

The suggestion or motivation for doing so would have been that Sasaki' system 
could provide flexibility in processing a wide variety of image data types. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Ohta with the 
method of Sasaki and Miura to obtain the invention in claim 5. 

Continuing, Sasaki, Miura, and Ohta fail to expressly disclose and/or the 
characteristics of the output destination. 
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Redd discloses and/or the characteristics of the output destination (paragraph 

100). 

Sasaki, Miura, Ohta, and Redd are combinable because they are from the same 
field of endeavor namely image processing. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to have Sasaki, Miura, and Ohta's method include image processing 
according to the characteristics of the inputted data, as taught by Redd. 

The suggestion or motivation for doing so would have been that Sasaki, Miura, 
and Ohta's method would have flexibility in processing image data to a variety of output 
destinations. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Redd with the 
method of Sasaki, Miura, and Ohta to obtain the invention in claim 5. 
7. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Publication Number 2004/0105016 by Sasaki in view of U.S. Patent Number 6,862,103 
by Miura et al, and U.S. Publication Number 2005/0190400 by Redd. 

Sasaki and Miura disclose the method above in claim 1 . 

Sasaki and Miura do not disclose expressly state that a determination is made as 
to whether not the image process dependent on the output destination is valid or not, 
based on the characteristics of the input destination of the inputted image data and the 
output characteristics of the output destination, and for cases in which it is determined 
that the image process dependent on the output destination is valid, the processing 
dependent on said output destination is substituted for the aforementioned processing. 
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Redd discloses a determination is made as to whether not the image process 
dependent on the output destination is valid or not, based on the characteristics of the 
input destination of the inputted image data and the output characteristics of the output 
destination, and for cases in which it is determined that the image process dependent 
on the output destination is valid, the processing dependent on said output destination 
is substituted for the aforementioned processing (paragraph 100). 

Sasaki, Miura, and Redd are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor namely image processing. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to have Sasaki and Miura's method include determining if the image 
process is compatible with the output and subsequently using the image process that is 
compatible with the output, as taught by Redd. 

The suggestion or motivation for doing so would have been that Sasaki' system 
could send the image data in a compatible format with the output destination. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Redd with the 
method of Sasaki and Miura to obtain the invention in claim 6. 

8. Claims 7-12 recite identical features as claims 1 through 6, respectively, except 
claims 7-12 are apparatus claims. Thus arguments similar to that presented above for 
claims 1-6 are equally applicable to claims 7-12. 

9. Claims 13-18 recite identical features as claims 1 through 6 except claims 13-18 
are computer readable medium claims. Thus, arguments similar to that presented 
above for claims 1-6 are equally applicable to claims 13-18. 
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1 0. Claims 1 9—24 and 27-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Publication Number 2004/0105016 by Sasaki in view of U.S. 
Patent Number 6,862,103 by Miura et al and further in view of U.S. Patent Number 
4,661 ,987 by Anderson et al. 

Regarding claim 19 . Sasaki and Miura disclose the dependency of claim 1, as 
stated above. 

But does not disclose expressly wherein the step of sequentially dividing the 
inputted image data into small blocks of image data comprises receiving the inputted 
image data line by line at a first memory and the step of sequentially performing the 
image process comprises: first processing al lines of the inputted image data to 
generate first data when b lines of image data have been received at the first memory, b 
being greater than al; storing the first data in a second memory; and second processing 
a2 lines of the first data stored in the second memory. 

However, Anderson discloses wherein the step of sequentially dividing the 
inputted image data into small blocks of image data comprises receiving the inputted 
image data line by line at a first memory and the step of sequentially performing the 
image process comprises: first processing al lines of the inputted image data to 
generate first data when b lines of image data have been received at the first memory, b 
being greater than al; storing the first data in a second memory; and second processing 
a2 lines of the first data stored in the second memory (abstract, col 3 lines 27-62, and 

fig D- 
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Sasaki, Miura, and Anderson are combinable because they are from the same 
field of endeavor namely image processing. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to have Sasaki and Miura's system include sequentially processing 
portions of image data using cascading memories, as taught by Anderson. 

The suggestion or motivation for doing so would have been that Sasaki and 
Miura's system could process image data in a sequential fashion so as to improve 
speed. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Anderson 
with the system of Sasaki and Miura to obtain the invention in claim 19. 

Regarding claim 20 . Sasaki, Miura, and Anderson disclose the dependency of 
claim 19, as stated above. 

But Sasaki and Miura do not disclose expressly wherein the first processing is x 
direction enlargement and the second processing is y direction enlargement. 

However, Anderson discloses wherein the first processing is x direction 
enlargement and the second processing is y direction enlargement (col 3 lines 51- 53, 
fig 5C, and fig 1 elements 45 and 49). 

Sasaki, Miura, and Anderson are combinable because they are from the same 
field of endeavor namely image processing. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to have Sasaki and Miura's system include a first processing in a 
horizontal direction and a second process in a vertical direction, as taught by Anderson. 
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The suggestion or motivation for doing so would have been that Sasaki and 
Miura's system could process image data by using a well known enlarging technique. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Anderson 
with the system of Sasaki and Miura to obtain the invention in claim 20. 

Regarding claim 21 . Sasaki, Miura, and Anderson disclose the dependency of 
claim 19, as stated above, and Sasaki further teaches wherein the first processing is 
color space conversion and the second processing is resolution conversion (fig 3 
elements 43 and 45). 

Regarding claim 27 . the rejection of claim 21 can be utilized for this claim as well. 

Regarding claim 22 . Anderson discloses a method of processing an image 
divided into a plurality of portions comprising a first portion, a second portion and a third 
portion, said method comprising the steps of: storing the first portion in a first memory; 
first processing the first portion stored in the first memory in a first image process to 
generate a processed first portion and storing the second portion in the first memory, 
the operation of first processing the first portion and the operation of receiving the 
second portion in the first memory substantially occurring in parallel; storing the 
processed first portion in a second memory; and second processing a portion of the 
processed first portion stored in the second memory in a second image process, first 
processing the second portion stored in the first memory in the first image process and 
storing the third portion in the thirst memory, the operation of second processing the 
portion of the processed first portion, the operation of first processing the second portion 
and the operation of storing the third portion in the first memory substantially occurring 
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in parallel. (Abstract, col 3 lines 27-62, and fig 1: claim 22 recites nearly identical 
limitations as claim 19, with the exception of an added third portion which is inherent to 
the system along with any number of additional successive portions to complete the 
processing of an entire image.) 

Anderson does not disclose expressly a method wherein each of the first portion, 
the second portion and the third portion has a corresponding image data having a data 
volume according to characteristics of at least one of the first image process and a 
second image process. 

However, Sasaki discloses a method wherein each of the first portion, the 
second portion and the third portion has a corresponding image data having a data 
volume according to characteristics of at least one of the first image process and a 
second image process (the RPU in figure 3 performs a first processing on a single pixel 
block in element 41 and performs subsequent processing of multi-line blocks in relation 
to element 42 which is further explained in paragraph 140, lines 15-24). 

Anderson and Sasaki are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor namely image processing. At the time of the invention it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to have Anderson's system include 
segmentation in accordance with the processing, as taught by Sasaki. 

The suggestion or motivation for doing so would have been that Andersons 
system could divide image data into optimum sized blocks for a particular processing 
function therefore improving speed. 



Application/Control Number: 10/078,499 Page 15 

Art Unit: 2625 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Sasaki with 
the system of Anderson to obtain the invention in claim 22. 

However, Anderson and Sasaki fail to disclose the method wherein the second 
processing outputs the processed output to an output device which is separate from a 
apparatus performing said image process. 

Miura, on the other hand, discloses in column 14, lines 6-19 the concept of 
outputting processed data sequentially at a printer separate from the image processor. 
In addition, please note that the concept of sequentially outputting processed blocks of 
image data to an output device separate from the apparatus performing the image 
process is well known in the art. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time of the present invention, to incorporate Miura with Sasaki and Anderson to 
formulate the method disclosed in claim 22. 

The motivation behind the aforementioned combination is that it would increase 
the performance efficiency of the outputting apparatus by not requiring large amount of 
memory space to store a large amount of data. 

Regarding claim 28 . Sasaki in figure 3 teaches the ability to perform color space 
conversion and resolution conversion during the same time. 

Regarding claim 23 , Anderson, Sasaki, and Miura disclose the dependency of 
claim 22, as stated above, and Anderson further teaches wherein the first image 
process is x direction enlargement and the second image process is y direction 
enlargement (col 3 lines 51-53, fig 5C, and fig 1 elements 45 and 49). 
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Regarding claim 24 . Anderson, Sasaki, and Miura disclose the dependency of 
claim 22, as stated above, but Anderson and Miura does not disclose expressly wherein 
the first image process is color space conversion and the second image process is 
resolution conversion. 

However, Sasaki discloses wherein the first image process is color space 
conversion and the second image process is resolution conversion (fig 3 elements 43 
and 45). 

Anderson, Miura, and Sasaki are combinable because they are from the same 
field of endeavor namely image processing. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to have Anderson and Miura's system include color space conversion and 
resolution conversion, as taught by Sasaki. 

The suggestion or motivation for doing so would have been that Anderson's 
system could logically first perform a color conversion and then adjust the resolution of 
the color converted image. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Sasaki, 
Miura, and Anderson to obtain the invention in claim 23. 

1 1 . Claims 25 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Publication Number 2004/0105016 by Sasaki in view of U.S. Patent Number 
6,862,103 by Miura et al and further in view of U.S. Patent Number 5,381,163 by 
Yokoyama and U.S. Patent Number 6,778,698 by Prakash et al. 
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Regarding claim 25 . Sasaki, Miura, and Yokoyama disclose the dependency of 
claim 2, as stated above, but these references do not disclose expressly wherein the 
access characteristics of said inputted image data comprises format type of image data. 

However, Prakash discloses a method wherein the access characteristics of said 
inputted image data comprises format type of image data (col 5 lines 10-21). 

Sasaki, Miura, Yokoyama, and Prakash are combinable because they are from 
the same field of endeavor namely image processing. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to have Sasaki , Miura, and Yokoyama's system include dividing image 
data in accordance the format of the image type, as taught by Prakash. 

The suggestion or motivation for doing so would have been that Sasaki and 
Yokoyama's system could flexibly and efficiently segment image data according to a 
variety of popular image formats. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Sasaki, 
Miura, and Yokoyama with Prakash to obtain the invention in claim 25. 

Regarding claim 26 . Sasaki, Miura, and Yokoyama disclose the dependency of 
claim 2, as stated above, but they do not disclose expressly wherein the access 
characteristics of said inputted image data comprises format type of image data. 

However, Prakash discloses wherein the access characteristics of said inputted 
image data comprises format type of image data (col 5 lines 10-21). 

Sasaki, Miura, Yokoyama, and Prakash are combinable because they are from 
the same field of endeavor namely image processing. 
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At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to have Sasaki, Miura, and Yokoyama's system include dividing image 
data in accordance the format of the image type including JPEG format, bitmap format 
and RAW format, as taught by Prakash. 

The suggestion or motivation for doing so would have been that Sasaki and 
Yokoyama's system could flexibly and efficiently segment image data according to a 
variety of popular image formats. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Sasaki, 
Miura, and Yokoyama with Prakash to obtain the invention in claim 26. 

Conclusion 

12. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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1 3. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ashish K. Thomas whose telephone number is 571-272- 
0631. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:00 a.m. - 5:30 p.m. EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Aung S. Moe can be reached on 571-272-7314. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. . 
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